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Abstract
Progress is being made toward the collaboration between
general education and special education.

Collaboration

is a slow process, however, for it to be effective it
takes time, careful planning, and programs to better train
teachers.

Teachers who are involved in the

collaborative process report that time and careful
planning are of utmost importance when using
collaborative teaching methods to educate students with
learning disabilities.

Eighty-one percent of general

educators and 91% of special educators agree that
there is not adequate planning time set aside for
collaborative teaching strategies and/or lesson
planning.

General educators and special educators also

agree that there should be emphasis put on training
teachers in cooperative teaching strategies.

These

teachers report that collaborative teaching is a good
theory but that there are isolated cases in which
students with learning disabilities need academic
instruction in the Learning Disabilities classr om.

In

conclusion, time, careful planning, and teacher
training programs should be given careful consideration
if collaboration is to be used in educating students
with learning disabilities.
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an environment including non-exceptional children, even
with the provision of supplementary aids and services.
(Kokaska

&

Brolin, 1985, p.11).

Mainstreaming does not

mean that all disabled children will be retained in or
ret urned to regular classrooms, but it does represent
one aspect of the general principle of normalization,
or the idea that the experiences of disabled children
should be as like those of their normal peers as
Possible (Yesseldyke & Algozzine, 1982).
Until a decade or so ago, regular educators did
not teach students with disabilities in the mainstream;
th is responsibility was left to trained special
education teacher .
s

Most regular educators have had

lit tle or no training in special education, though some
may want to teach and understand students with
disabilities.

When questioned about mainstreaming,

most regular educators offer negative responses.

But

these attitudes, in part, appear related to teachers'
lack of training and experience in working with
Children with disabi lities.

If students with

disabilities are to receive the best possible educatio
n
l·n

· nment
a mainstreamed env1ro

regular educators must

de velop more
positive attitudes toward these children
and their
capabilities (Marazas & May, 1988).
Like the driver who puts a new set of Michelin
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tires on his 1951 Desoto and believes he has a new
Vehicle, we have been led to believe that schools are
undergoing significant change.
superficial than substantive.

But that change is more
There are major

inconsistencies in current practice.

Children with

minimal differences from normal or average behavior are
still being removed from regular classrooms.

Students

are still being given special education services in
isolated settings.

Students are still sitting in

re gular classrooms without taking part in the learning
and social activities.

Regular classroom teachers are

still looking for differences in students in order to
refer them out of the classroom for assessment and
o ther placement.

How we address these inconsisltncies

Will influence future practice in special and remedial
ed ucation

(Yesseldyke & Algozzine, 1982).

While regular education is not at the pres9nt time
str uctured to meet the need� of all students, this doas
not mean that we cannot join regular educators, become
regular educators and help make regular education more
acc ommodating to the unique needs of all students.
After all, there is no "special" world.

There are not

"special" sections of restaurants, grocery stores,
banks or churches and similarly there are no special
and reg ular worlds (Marazas & May, 1988).
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Collaboration may be the key to successful
mai nstreaming.

Th� most frequently viewed alternative

t o special education-pl;cem�nt or pull-out programs is
consultative services provided to general education
te ac her s.
At one time the word "collaboration" had the
unsavory overtones of working with the enemy.
Pops up everywhere.

Now it

In education generally and in

special education specifically, everyone seems to be
collaborating.

By that professionals mean thing3 like

working together, sharing resources, fostering more
institutional cooperation, creating partnerships,
building trust, and other similar all-to-the-good goals
(Greer 1989).
Progress clearly is being made toward
collaborative partner ships in the schools.

One sign is

th at a debate such as this is taking place publicly,
Wi th room for clarification and persuasion.

What

remai ns to be seen is whether we can challenge
ourselves to advance to the nexl level, that is,
recognizing that collaboration can occur only when all
Par ticipants have a common understanding of their
st rengths and weaknesses and demonstrate a willing�ess
to learn from each other.

To ensure the success of

COllaboration, special educators and school
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psychologists must recognize the experti
se of classroom
teac hers as a valid source of assistance
.
Building a
br i dge between specialis
ts and classroom teachers will
enable us to achieve true collabora tion
in the schools
(Pugach & Johnson,

1989).

Collaborative Models
Schulte, Osborne, and McKinney (1987) tested two
model s of consultative services that appear to be
effe ctive alternatives to pull-out programs.

In the

first model, consultation/indirect, the special
educator's primary function was to provide technical
ass istance to general education teachers.

The special

educator's primary function was to provide technical
assistance to general education teachers.

The special

edu ca tion teacher assisted the classroom teacher in
assessing needs, planning instruct ion, and preparing
ma terails for a child with disabilities, in that
teacher's classroom.

All instruction was provided by

th e classroom teacher.
The second model, consultation/direct, the special
e ducation teacher not only provided technical
ass istance to the general education teacher, but also
Provided some instruction to the student ( Sch1: lte,
Osborne, & Mckenney, 1990). This instruction took place
in the general education classroom and was based on
the
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student's needs within that setting and curriculum.
Learning disabled �tudents in first through fourth
grades who were receiving LD resource room services,
scoring in the average range of intelligence, and
having one standard deviation discrepancy between IQ
and achievement participated in this study.

This study

provided modest support for the two kinds of consultative
service delivery.

Students assigned to the

consultation/direct model of services made greater
overall academic gains than students assigned to a
resource room program for one period per day.

However,

these gains were not evident when achievement was
examined separately for reading, written language, and
math.

Students in the consultation/indirect model made

achievement gains comparable to those students in the
resource room.

The evaluation data collected from

general education teachers participating in either of
the consultative models suggest that classroom teachers
view both the consulting processes positively
(Schulte, Osborne, & McKinney,

1990).

Zigmond and Baker (1987) developed a model, Mainstream
Experiences for the Learning Disabled (MELD), that
supports the collaboration effort.

Within the MELD

model, after a year of planning, all students with
learning disabilities are returned full time to regular
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education classes.

The goal of the placem�nts is to

integrate fully such students into the ongoing
developmental instructional program of the classroom;
supplemental assistance and support will be available
to these reintegrated students and to any of their
classmates through the special education teacher, now
freed from pull-out, direct teaching responsibilities
and able to assume a new role of co-teacher and support
teacher within the mainstream

(Zigmond & Baker,

1990).

The research for the MELD model was conducted in
an urban school district involving thirteen elementary
school-aged students with learning disabilities. The
research involved one year of planning in which the LD
students returned full time to the regular education
classroom. The observational and school adjustment data
from the implementation year suggest that the students
adjusted well to a less individualized and more
demanding mainstream program.

Nevertheless, the

students failed to make discernible progress on
academic skills as measured by standardized achievement
tests, they earned lower grades, and the advantages of
the mainstream were not reflected in greater gains on
CBM measures

(Zigmond & Baker, 1990).

As another means of collaborating, the Cooperative
Teaching Project (CTP) was established.

In 1987, this

CollaLoration
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teaching model with cooperation bet ween regular and
special education vas implemented at Hiawatha
Elementary School in Minneapolis by Self, Benning,
Marston, and Magnusson.

This model provided the

opportunity for special education, compensatory
education, and regular education teachers to work
together on addressing the educational problems of
low-achieving students, grades K-3, without the
fragmentation that usually occurs in these delivery
systems.

In the CTP, regular education teachers have

the primary responsibility for meeting the needs of
high-risk students.

Special education, Chapter I, and

compensatory education teachers provide supplemental
instruction within the

classroom.

The progress of all

students is monitored weekly using curriculum-based
measures and monitoring data is used to make decisions
regarding instructional strategies, motivational
techniques, and placement in reading groups (Self,
Benning, Marston, &

Magnusson, 1991).

Efforts have been under way in Colorado to
develop collaborative relationships among educators in
order to meet the needs of students with
disabilities. A body of experimental knowledge has
emerged to guide others in developing programs that
emphasize collaboration

(Adams & Cessna, 1991).
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delivery mode
was emphasized to the exclusion of
0thers; and
(c) teachers were attempting to change as
individua1s
without sufficient attention being devoted
to the changes
needed in school structures that support
them.
Three areas must be addressed if special
e ducators are to participate in collaborative efforts
t 0 improve schools.

First, a process must be used to

dev elop common understanding of service implementation
models.
Second, a full array of services must comprise
the service
delivery system.

Finally, a mechanism must

be iden tified to address school scheduling issues as a
means of provi
ding a supportive organizational
structure for the programs

(Adams & Cessna, 1991).

Everyone involved in collaborative efforts should
be Clear about their strengths and how they contribute
to redesigned
services.

This can only occur if all the

educators who are responsible for meeting the needs of
st uden ts with disabilities can develop a common
Understanding of the basis of their implementation
model throug
h a deliberate process.

The process

incl ude s identifying the mission of special educ�tion
and determining how the mission interfaces with th2
0vera11 building vision.

Professionals then can

develop services that reflect the mission and formulate
acti vities and roles needed to implement the mission
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(Adams & Cessna,

1991).

Goals that will facilitate the planning process of
collaborative efforts are as follows:
1.

Begin early; a year of planning is not too

2.

Have several short meetings scheduled close

much.

together, then schedule a long session, preferably a
full day, and then arrange another series of short
sessions.

This enables participants to reflect on

their work but also to tackle issues that may require
extended discussion.

To find time for these tasks, one

school had a pot luck lunch meeting on a Saturday.
Another used a di strict staff development day, and yet
another negotiated to have substitute teachers
available for a whole day.
3.

The lengthy planning session may be most

successful if arranged at a non-school site.

The brief

sessions should occur at times when students are not in
the building (e.g., before and after school).

All

meetings are facilitated when they are conducted with a
sense of humor and when refreshments are available!
4.

Skills in group dynamics, team building, and

interpersonal problem solving are needed because many
educators have not been prepared to work in groups.
Instruction in these areas, as well as in running
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effective meetings, leadership
topics, is helpful�
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success by promoting academic achievement, enhancing
Self-esteem, minimlzing labeling, increasing
oppor tunities for peer modeling, and reducing the
nu mber of potential dropouts.

Students prioritized as

be neficiaries of this program were students identified
as having learning disabilities and those who were not
eligible for special services.

Students specifically

excluded from the program were those whose primary
concern was motivation.

The focus of the program is

academic and not behavioral (Howell, 1991) .
A system was needed through which AIM services
cou ld be implemented.

A team was formed for the

purpose of reviewing student records and teach .r
concerns about students; this group included special
and g eneral education teachers as well as an
administrator.

The purpose of the team was to assist

teachers to make decisions about the type of assistance
a st udent might need.

The team was also charged with

Periodically reviewing the status of students receiving
AIM assistance to determine when to have them exit the
Program (Howell, 1991) .
No single type of activity is used in the AIM
program.

Instead, a menu of options exists so that

teachers can flexibly meet the needs of students.
some instances, the AIM teachers (i.e., special

In
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education teachers who also have responsibility for
working within this program) develop supplemental

.

materials that enable students to master topics in
their classes.

Examples of materials include study

guides and vocabulary cards that have been placed in
the learning center so that any student can access them
Without stigma.

In other instances, teachers meet

during the school day to solve problems concerning the
academic needs of specific students and to develop
str ategies for assisting them.

In yet other instances,

the AIM teacher may share some teaching
responsibilities with the classroom teacher.

For

examp le, the teachers may split a whole class group for
tes t review or drill on particular skills.

Likewlse,

the AIM teacher may team teach particular lessons with
Classroom teachers (Howell, 1991).
During the first year of the AIM program,
Participation by classroom teachers was volunta ry.
This decision was made to facilitate program
acceptance.

Beginning with the second year of

implementation, however, students receiving assistance
through AIM

were included in all classes in the

building (Howell, 1991).
An important part of developing the AIM program
has b een offering professional staff to prepare them
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for the shift to a less restrictive model for serving
special education and other at-risk students.

During

the academic year prior to the first pilot year for
AIM, special education teachers participated in a
series of workshops designed to explore how an altered
service delivery model would affect them and to provide
them with training in skills for working with
co11eagues.

Since the program began, numerous

additional professional development activities have
b een offered to all staff (Howell, 1991).
Dat a suggest that teachers are neutral or positive
ab o ut the program.

Staff members' perception for the

first year of implementation report the following
bene fits:
1.

A reduction in the number of students in

special education program;
2.

An improvement of the understanding of

students and their learning styles across disciplines;
3.

An improved understanding of student learning

as m eas ured not only by their performance on
s tandardized tests but also on systematic class room
Performance assessment ;
4.

A greater expectation for classroom teact1ers

and special education teachers to work with each other
;
5.

Additional skills learned by teachers f rom
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each other;
6.

A new lev�l of confidence that allows the

staff to move from discussion toward action even before
every detail is worked out; and,
7.

A growing understanding that adaptations

support overall building needs and that each school in
the district eventually will decide on its own way of
improving education for all students

(Howell, 1991,

p. 45).
Teachers also expressed ongoing concerns regarding
the AIM pro gram.

The most frequently mentioned were

these:
1.

Classroom teachers may be expected to make too

many classroom adaptations.
2.

A risk exists for the AIM program to become a

tutoring program or for AIM teachers to become aides to
Classroom teachers.
3.

Some teachers may assume that the AIM program

Will "fix" all students' problems and may thus have
unrealistic expectations for it.

4.

The AIM program may be the first step in

Phasing out of existence all special education
services.
5.

Inadequate funding may preclude long-term

imp lementat
ion of this type of service delivery,
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year before.

Twenty-three percent said they were doing

about the same as 'they were the year before.

There

were no students who said they did worse than the year
before.

Ninety-one percent said they wanted to be in

the AIM program next year.

Nine percent of six seventh

graders said they did not want to be in the program the
following year.

Perhaps

the most positive aspect of

the students' responses is that many of them were
unaware that they were receiving any special type of
service

(Howell,

1991).

Many lessons were learned from the implementati on
of the AIM program.

The following ideas may help

others contemplating a similar project:
1.

Encourage participation by people with varying

opinions.
2.

Use building-based teams and/or grade-level

teams to develop the program so that it can be tailored
to meet specific needs and so

that staff have adequate

opportunities to participate in decision making.
3.

Increase options for learning for all

students, keeping in mind that the general education
classroom is most often the appropriate setting for
instruction and that functional skills needed in
adulthood should guide the curriculum.

Avoid

developing programs in which students come and go from
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the general education classroom.
4.

Intervene' to assist students only to the

extent that is needed.
5.

Recognize that some students choose to fail.

6.

For programs to be successful, students should

remain in heterogeneous class groups.
7.

Use a program such as AIM for studen ts not

eligible for special education and for those special
education students who can succeed in the mainstream
with support.

However, the program cannot be a

substitute for assessing whether a student .is eligible
for special services nor can it necessarily comprise
all the special services a student receives
1991,

p.46).

The AIM program, originally designed for middle
school students, is now being piloted in grades
kindergarten through fifth.
When general educators work together with their
special education counterparts to address learning and
behavioral needs in the classroom, both students and
professionals can benefit.

e
A primary goal of this typ

of collaboration i s the provision of direct and
immediate assistance at the building level.

The

underlying principle in this type of coll aborative
effort is that the professionals within a sch ool can
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combine their expertise to create a multitude of
options for studertts with special needs
Gable, & Korinek,

(Laycock,

1991).

Specifically for students, collaborative
approaches provide early intervention for at-risk
learners without their having to become candidates for
special education.

Only if school professionals'

multiple attempts to solve student problems are
unsuccessful are referrals made for more formal and
extensive evaluations that may lead to eligibility for
special education services.

For those students

wl10

do

have mild disabilities, through collaboration they are
able to access more accommodations in the least
restrictive environment and more support for exit and
transition out of special education

(Laycock, Gable,

& Korinek, 1991).
For school professionals, collaborative approaches
sometimes can have the goal of helping them to expand
their repertoires of assessment and intervention
strategies so that they can address a broader range of
student needs.

Participants may also learn more

explicit and effective problem-solving skills.
Finally, collaboration offers educators personal and
professional support to persist in their work with
difficult-to-teach students

(Laycock, Gable, &
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Korinek, 1991).
Collaborative Service Delivery Models
Depending on th� g�als for which collaboration is
developed, educators can be brought together in a
number of different ways for delivering their
services.

These ways are briefly described in the

following sections.
1._eacher Assist ance Team
Teacher Assistance Team (TAT) is a school-based,
Pr oblem-solving unit used to assist teachers in using
intervention strategies (Laycock, Gable, & Korinek,
1991).

The team is made up of three elected faculty

memb ers w ho
are joined by
reques ting
assistance.

the classroom teacher

Occasionally, principals,

Spec1a1 educ ators, and parents participate, but the
emphasis is
put on the classroom teachers.
When a teacher contacts the TAT to obtain
assist ance,
one of the team members is designated as a
Primary c ontact or coordinator who helps the teacher
Clarify the problem, gathers relevant information, and
obse rves in
the classroom if appropriate.

These

Prerneeting activities expedite problem identification
anct permit the actual team meeting to focus primarily
on br ainst
orming intervention alternatives.

The

te acher s
elects the interventions that are most
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Prom1· s1ng for his or her classroom.

Appropriate

monitoring and foliowup activities are planned as well
(Laycock, Gable, & Korinek, 1991).

Ch'11_£ Study/Resource Team
Recently, a shift has occurred from the well

est ab1ished child study teams, who in the past focused

on screenin
g and referral for special education, to a

grea ter supp
ort for students and their teachers in

general educ
ation.

This shift calls for a new level of

Coll aboration among general education and special

education par
ticipa nts.

Typ ically, the child study/resource team includes

th e princi
pal, one or more classroom teachers, a

spec ia l e
ducation teacher, and the referring teacher.

Alth ough this team functions as a TAT in many respe cts,
Procedures tend to be more formalized.

If there is a

Per c eived need for more extensive assessment and
Poss ible special education services , then members of

the ch ild
study/re source team follow the referral and
Par ti cipate on the eligibility committee

(Laycock,

Gable, & Ko ri nek, 1991).
l.D._tervention Assistance

referrei to
Intervention assistance was formerly

as preref
erral intervention.

This new title reflects

ns about the
eff orts to
avoid some of the misconceptio
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relationship of this type of team to special education
referral and evaluation referral and evaluation
procedures that the term prereferral connotes.
The intervention assistance system begins by
engaging the teacher in collaborative problem solving
with an individual consultant, usually a school
psychologist or special educator.

Procedures become

more formalized, and a larger interdisciplinary team
b ecomes involved at a less intervening level

(Laycock,

Gable, & Korinek, 1991).
Behavioral Consultation
Behavioral consultation is an approach that
involves the technology of applied behavior analysis in
a collaborative problem-solving context.

A consultant,

usually a special educator or school psychologist,
intervenes with difficult-to-teach students through a
series of discussions with the classroom teacher.
Consultants use behavioral interviews to guide
teachers through critical steps of problem
identification and analysis.

The development,

implementation, and evaluation of the intervention plan
frequently involves the use of contingency contracts
and always relies on data-based monitoring
procedures (Laycock, Gable, & Korinek, 1991).
Collaborative Consultation
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Collaborative consultation is characterized by
parity, reciprocity, shared participation, decision
making and resources.

The application of collaborative

consultation involves a dyadic relationship between a
resource/consulting teacher or other support staff
member and a classroom teacher.

This term is often

referred to as collaborative planning and problem
solving in group context

(Laycock, Gable, & Korinek,

1991).
Cooperative Teaching
An outgrowth of collaborative consultation that
extends team work to direct program implementation is
cooperative teaching.

In cooperative teaching, general

educators and special educators maintain joint
responsibility for planning and instruction of
academically and behaviorally heterogeneous groups of
students in the context of the mainstream classroom
(Laycock, Gable, & Korinek, 1991).
Peer Collaboration
With peer collaboration, classroom teachers are
taught to use a series of metacognitive strategies to
guide themselves and their general education partners
toward greater understanding of learning and behavior
problems and more helpful interventions. The teacher
sharing the problem (i.e., the initiator) works with a
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peer partner (i.e., the facilitator) through a series
of steps that are b1arifying the problem.

The steps

involve summarizing the redefined problem, generating
potential interventions and predicting outcomes, and
developing an evaluation plan

(Laycock, Gable, &

Korinek, 1991).
Guidelines for the Selection of Service Delivery Models
Choosing appropriate structures for particular
school divisions or buildings may be difficult.
Suitability to the specific program goals and site
characteristics may prove to be the most critical
concern.

The following considerations are offered to

guide the process of planning programs that emphasize
collaborative interaction:

(Laycock, Gable, & Korinek,

1991, p.17).
1.

The entire process of program planning should

be collaborative.

When the specific purpose of an

initiative is to promote a collaborative ethic in
schools, it is especially important that planning he a
team effort at all levels.
2.

Underlying philosophical assumptions should

guide choice of structure.

In particular, beliefs

concerning locus of responsibility influences selection
of structures.

If, for example, a planning team

believes strongly that education of difficult-to-teach
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students is general education's responsibility, then
that team would focus on teacher assistance teams and
peer collaboration as likely options to adopt.

If this

belief is not prevalent, intervention assistance and
other structures may be more appropriate.
3.

Selected structures should build upon and be

compatible with existing collaborative efforts in the
schools.

In instances where individual resource

teachers or other specialists already engage in some
indirect service activities, collaborative consultation
may be a natural extension of their roles.

Systems

that emphasize collegial relationships such as
mentoring or peer coaching might consider peer
collaboration as a logical choice.

The intent is to

extend successful collaborative programs in ways th�t
support at-risk and mildly handicapped students and
their teachers.
4.
delivery.

Alternative can be combined to enhance service
The various collaborative structures are not

mutually exclusive; in fact, the strategic combination
of several alternatives may be most desirable to meet a
range of student and teacher needs.
5.

Planning teams should adapt models to fit

local needs.

Although the structures described above

have certain critical attributes essential to
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selecting collaboration as a style is the choice of
participants.
2.
goal.

Individuals who collaborate share a common
Shared goals should be specific enough so that

they can be operationalized and evaluated.
3.

Collaboration requires parity among

participants.

The parity element of collaboration

encompasses the idea that participants must believe
that they have something valuable to contribute to the
collaborative activity and that this contribution is
valued by others.

For special education, this suggests

that caution must be used to ensure that general
education teachers, special education teachers,
psychologists, counselors, speech/language specialists,
and the others who may be involved in a collaborative
activity for a student understand that without their
contributions, collaboration is not possible.
4.

Collaboration includes shared responsibility

for decisions.

Parity creates the basis for the

required shared responsibility for decisions.
basis characterizes collaboration.

This

Even though school

professionals may divide tasks to be completed for the
sake of efficiency, if they are collaborating they
should agree on the key aspects of that decision.

If

not, it is likely that miscommunication will occur and
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collaboration will not occur.
5.

Individuals who collaborate share

accountability for outcomes.

When professionals share

responsibility for making decisions, they should also
share accountability for the outcomes.

Collaboration

implies that the activities carried out are jointly
owned; sharing accountability suggests that this is the
case whether or not the activities are successful.

It

also i mplies that placing fault on individuals is not
appropriate; in collaboration if a problem occurs, it,
too, is shared.
6.

Collaboration includes sharing resources.

Contributing resources, whether they are time, money,
materials, or others, assists in the development of
that sense of ownership.
7.

Emergent characteristics are needed for

collaboration to grow in strength.

For example,

collaboration requires that professionals trust one
another enough to undertake a collaborative activity.
If they continue to work together, their trust
typically grows.

Likewise, if professionals are to

collaborate, they must believe that the time and effort
required i s worthwhile; with successful collaborative
efforts, their belief in the style will become
stronger

(Cook & Friend, 1991, p.7).
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Looking back at the years spent developing close
collaboration and teamwork between general educators
and support staff in hi� el�mentary school, a principal
noted that until you get people believing, they won't
change.

He described the initial year of collaboration

development as one of consciousness raising and
information sharing with his faculty.

In the next

year, the principal and staff restructured workloads
and schedules to provide the time and organizational
support for collaborative activities.

During and after

this restructuring, central office administrators
backed up this program development with staffing,
resources, and encouragement.
In describing his experience, the principal had
put his finger on three essential administrative
behaviors that can contribute to collaboration:
program advocacy, visible participation, and support
for maintenance.

These behaviors create the building

blocks of a collaborative ethic:
durability.

credibility and

Program advocacy refers to formation about

the value of collaboration.

Credibility is conveyed by

ongoing and visible administrative e1 dorsement and
participation in collaborative activities.

Durability

results from support that sustains collaborative
structures over the long haul

(Gerber, 1991).
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The precondition for effective collaboration
advocacy is a sch�ol climate of trust and good
communication between staff and administration
& Thomas,

1989).

(Davis

Assuming that the school climate is

receptive, advocacy should convey the general
attributes and goals of collaboration, and the various
structures and arrangements for its implementation.
Advocacy should not only promote general principles and
benefits of collaboration but also indicate ways in
which collaboration may be carried out.

It appears

best to start advocacy with the most influential
decision makers, proceeding with one constituency at a
time.

Then advocacy can be extended to the rest of the

staff, either as a whole group or by subgroups.

The

following recommendations can be made regarding the
direction of the advocacy:
1.

(Gerber, 1991, p.49).

If advocacy has not already emanated form the

top down, support should be secured form the highest
accessible level of central office administration.,
Arrangements should be made for central office support
to be conveyed, in writing, if possible, to building
administrators who will be involved in the project.
2.

Unequivocal support and preferably a

commitment to direct program participation should be
secured form administrators in whose buildings
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collaboration is to be implemented.

Their activism and

modeling can validate the project, and their neglect
can doom it.
3.

When collaborative activities involve

instructional modification, support should be secured
from subject matter specialists, curriculum
coordinators, department chairpersons, and
reading/language teachers.

This support is

particularly important in school systems that set
pacing standards for reading and other subjects.
Assent may be needed from curriculum specialists to
suspend these schoolwide pacing standards for students
who have not been identified as disabled.

Without such

dispensation from lockstep curriculum pacing, classroom
teachers may be understandable reluctant to mod ify
materials or the rate of instruction for at-risk
students.
4.

When collaboration changes intervention and

assessment procedures support should be secured from
clinical and helping specialists whose working
arrangements are affected.

For example, collaboration_

may increase students' classroom involvement and reduce
pull-out services in areas such as remedial reading and
speech/language pathology, thereby changing working
arrangements for specialists accustomed to working
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outside the classroom.

Helping and remedial

specialists may see the nature and quantity of their
assignments affected by collaborative approaches.

They

should be informed early and clearly about such changes
and participate in shaping them.
5.

Implementing structures to promote

collaboration may involve restructuring work schedules
so that colleagues and teams can meet.

The

availability of time for conferencing or consulting can
be affected by contractual provisions regarding the
workday or workload.

For example, scheduling time for

collaborative teams or groups to meet before or after
school or d uring planning periods may have to be
cleared contractually.

For such arrangements, support

should be secured from faculty spokespersons or union
representative who monitor work condition.

Effective

advocacy puts collaborative approaches on the launching
pad.

But collaborative lift-off comes with the

credibility gained by administrative commitment to
these initiatives
1988)

(Zins, Curtis, Graden, & Ponti,

This is demonstrated by providing staff training

in skills for collaborative approaches, visibly
endorsing and participating as much as possible in
collaborative activities, and, most important, helping
staff make time for collaboration

(Gerber, 1991).
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Perhaps the most important contribution to the
credibility of co�laborative programming is the
provision of time

(Gerber, 1991).

Time can mean

money, but time c an be found through schedule and
workload restructuring.

Some approaches to no-cost

restructuring are as follows

(Deojay, 1987; Joyce &

Showers, 1987 p.50):
1.

Self-searching.

The practitioner examines his

or her personal time management to uncover time buried
in misplaced priorities, inefficiency, or an
inappropriate ,and negotiable, overload of
responsibilities.
2.

Administrative filling-in.

Building

administrators set aside several periods a seek to take
over classes, freeing teachers to participate in
collaboration activities.

Joyce and Showers (1987)

note, with reference to the average ratio of teachers
to building administrators, that 25% of teachers could
be released one period each week if administrators
taught one period per day.
3.

Free help.

Parents and other interested

adults in the community can be recruited to donate time
to the school, freeing teachers from some tasks.
Caution must be exercised, however, to assure that
parents or other volunteers who do not hold appropriate
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instructional credentials are not left alone in
supervisory roles.'
4.

Enlarging or combining classroom groups.

Combining classroom groups enabled teachers to work
together or relieve one another.

In this way,

moreover, a teacher's special expertise can be imparted
to more students at once.
5.

Building-based arrangements for long-term

scheduling of released time.

Special arrangements can

be developed with the help of the building
administrator to provide time for teacher participation
in a set schedule of collaboration activities.
Examples of such building-specific strategies as
follows:
a.

Two elementary school classroom teachers are

part of a prereferral-teacher assistance team that
meets every two weeks.

Their classes have one extra

library period, which takes place during the team
meeting time.

The teachers inform the librarian, who

is a certified teacher, what science or social studies
topic they want covered.

The librarian prepares a

lesson, usually involving audio-visual resources.

To

avoid resentment, the principal also offers all the
other teachers in the school an extra library period,
though as it turn out, very few accept.
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b.

Language arts and social studies lesson plans

at the primary and· intermediate level are prepared and
filed away by the pr�referral team teachers from those
levels.

These plans are clearly structured and

designed to be used with videotapes, so they can be
easily presented by substitutes or aides while the
teacher attends team meetings.
c.

In a large middle school, the administration

wanted special educators and support staff to
significantly reduce pull-out services and work in
mainstream classrooms with mildly handicapped
students.

The total school faculty was involved in

planning for this.

After extensive discussion, each

grade-level team worked out a block plan consistently
scheduling certain subjects at certain times.

This

plan has enabled support staff members to be in their
students' mainstream classes at set times for specific
areas.

Other non-conflicting times are available for

commitments such as team meetings, parent conferences,
and consultations

(Gerber, 1991, p.50).
Summary and Purpose

Despite the presently ill-defined state of
collaboration in special education, it is unlikely that
it will decrease in significance in the future.

Trends

in society, human services, and schools suggest that
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collaboration will become an even more critical feature
of services for st�dents with disabilities in the
1990's

(Cook & Friend, 1991).

It can be predicted that collaboration will
continue to grow in importance simply by observing
societal trends signaling the increasing importance of
collaboration in all aspects of our lives.

For

economic and environmental survival, nations are
learning that they must coordinate their efforts.
Human services fields reflect societal trends and
demands for collaboration.

Greater diversity among

students, coupled with dramatic increases of
specialized knowledge in the disciplines, will
necessitate more collaboration and sharing of expertise
among school professionals

(Cook & Friend,

1991).

The present status of collaboration might well be
compared to a period of adolescence:

Just as teenagers

are often a mixture of smooth growth and awkwardness,
so, too,

is the field as it appears to be striving for

conceptual clarity amid its own contradictions.

Some

services are emphasizing collaboration while
successfully meeting student needs.

Others are

struggling to find an identity (Cook & Friend, 1991).
If all students were to exit secondary schools
with compatible values and the basic communication and
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interpersonal process skills necessary for effective
collaboration, postsecondary programs would need only
to provide opportunities and guidance to assist
preprofessional students to refine their skills and
apply them in professional contexts.

Collaboration

would then become standard for school professionals
(Cook & Friend,

1991).

The purpose of this study was to assess the
attitudes of general educators and special educators
toward collaboration as a means of educating students
with learning disabilities.
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Method
Subjects
Twenty-one general education teachers and
twenty-two special education teachers from school
systems in Manassas County, Chesterfield County, and
Nottoway County participated in the study.

These

teachers are involved in collaborative teaching methods
that aid and support elementary level students with
learning disabilities.
Instruments
The instrument used to assess the use of
collaborative teaching was a rating scale prepared by
the researcher.

Responses included strongly agree,

agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree.

The

survey was validated by teachers within the Nottoway
County school system.

(See Appendix A)

Design and Procedure
Twenty-one general education teachers and
twenty-two special education teachers from sch0ol
systems in Manassas County, Chesterfield County, and
Nottoway County received a survey which consisted of
questions that assessed the use of collaboration among
general educators and special educators.

Principals or

supervisors in each school division selected th8
participants and forwarded the survey to them.

All
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participants in the study were told that the survey was
voluntary and that· they were free to decline their
participation at any time.

A cover letter was attached

to the survey stating the purpose of the study and a
specific definition of collaborative teaching.

The

cover letter also stated that permission had been
obtained by their principal or by their central office
to conduct the survey and that the results of the study
would be reported to the teachers upon their requests.
The participants were asked to sign a form stating that
they understood the purpose of the survey and their
rights as a participant.

The participants had to

identify themselves on the survey as being a general
educator or special educator but no other identifying
information was necessary.

An envelope accompanied

each survey so that it could be sealed.

The envelopes

were collected by each principal and mailed back to the
researcher .
Data Analysis
The data was analyzed using descriptive statistics
in order to determine the percentage of positive and
negative responses.

The total percentage for each

positive and negative response was used to determine
the support for or against the use of collaboration.
Percentages of positive and negative responses were

Collaboration
47
also computed for general education and special
education, respectfully.
Results
The scores for each question were analyzed
according to the percentage of positive responses
(i.e., the number of strongly agree and agree responses
were totaled and a percentage was calculated by
dividing the total number of responses for the
question).

Similarly, the percentage of negative

responses was calculated by totaling the number of
disagree and strongly disagree and dividing that total
by the total number of responses for the question.
Table 1 lists the questions and the percentages of
response for each.

Tables 2 and 3 list the questions

and the percentages of response for each by general
educator and special educator.
When asked if collaborative teaching provides
opportunities for students to relate to one another as
equals and to develop frienGships, 96% of the tolal
sample agreed and 2% disagreed.
undecided.

Two percent were

Ninety-five percent of general educators

agreed and 5% disagreed.

None were undecided.

Ninety-six percent of special educators agreed and none
disagreed.

Four percent were undecided.

Eighty-six percent of the total sample agreed that
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Table 1
Percentages of Responses the Total Sample
Agree

Undecided

Disagree

1.
Collaborative teaching
provides opportunities for
students to relate to one
another as equals and to
develop friendships.

96%

2%

2 0/
/0

2.
Collaborative teaching
methods will better
prepare students with
l arning disabi · ties to

86%

12%

2%

77%

14-X,

9%

42%

14%

44%

12%

2%

86%

par igipat@ in

heir

mmun1t1es- soe:1 1 ·-

3. Collaborative teaching
strategies that include

56%

stud�nts with a diverse

range of learning
abilities results in

higher achievement for
learners.
4.

--h

11

n

teamwork and camaraa
among all staff, as
general and special

educators work together in
intergrated classrooms to
help all students reach
their potential.

5.
There is emphasis pu"
on training teachers in
cooperative teaching

strategies for both the

general educator and the
special educator.
6.
There is adequate
planning time set aside
fo collabo at'v teaching
strategies and/or lesson
planning that involves

general educators and

special educators.
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Table 2
Percentages of Responses by.General Educator
Agree

Undecided

Disagree

1.
Collaborative teaching
provides opportunities for
students to relate to one
another as equals and to
develop friendships.

95%

0%

5%

2.
Collaborative teaching
methods will better
prepare students with
learning disabilities to
participate in their
communities- socially and
vocationally.

90%

5%

5%

3. Collaborative teaching
strategies that include
students with a diverse
range of learning
abilities results in
higher achievement for all
learners.

52%

29%

19%

4.
There is a sense of
teamwork and camaraderie
among all staff, as
general and special
educators work together in
intergrated classrooms to
help all students reach
their potential.

82%

9%

9%

There is emphasis put
5.
on training teachers in
cooperative teaching
strategies for both the
general educator and the
special educator.

48%

14%

]8%

6.
There is adequate
planning time set a5ide
for collaborative teaching
strategies and/or lesson
planning that involves
general educators and
special educators.

14%

5%

81%
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Table 3
Percentages of Responses by. Special Educator
Agree

Undecided

Disagree

1.
Collaborative teaching
provides opportunities for
students to relate to one
another as equals and to
develop friendships.

96%

4%

0%

2.
Collaborative teaching
methods will better
prepare students with
learning disabilities to
participate in their
communities- socially and
vocationally.

82%

18%

0%

3. Collaborative teaching
strategies that include
students with a diverse
range of learning
abilities results in
higher achievement for all
learners.

59%

23%

18%

4.
There is a sense of
teamwork and camaraderie
among all staff, as
general and special
educators work together in
intergrated classrooms to
help all students reach
their potential.

73%

18%

9%

5.
There is emphasis put
on training teachers in
cooperative teaching
strategies for both the
general educator and the
special educator.

36%

14%

50%

9%

0%

91%

There is adequate
6.
planning time sec asid2
for collaborative teaching
strategies and/or lesson
planning that involves
general educators and
special e ducators.
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collaborative teaching methods will better prepare
students with learning disabilities to participate in
their communities- socially.and vocationally.
percent disagreed and 12% were undecided.

Two

When general

educators were asked, 90% agreed, 5% disagreed, and 5%
were undecided.

Eighty-two percent of special

educators agreed and none disagreed.

Eighteen percent

were undecided.
When asked if collaborative teaching strategies
that include students with a diverse range of learning
abilities results in higher achievement for all
learners, 56% of the total sample agreed, 19%
disagreed, and 25% were undecided.

Fifty-two percent

of general educators agreed, 19% disagreed, and 29%
were undecided.

Fifty-nine percent of special

educators agreed, 18% disagreed, and 23% were
undecided.
Seventy-seven percent of the total sample agreed
that there is a sense, of teamwork and camaraderie
among all staff, as general and special educators work
together in intergrated classrooms to help all studen ts
reach their potential. Nine percent disagreed and 14%
were undecided.

Eighty-two percent of general

educators agreed, 9% disagreed, and 9% were undecided.
Seventy-three percent of special educators agreed, 9%
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disagreed, and 18% were undecided.
When asked if· there is emphasis put on training
teachers in cooperative.teaching strategies for both
the general educator and the special educator, 42% of
the total sample agreed, 44% disagreed, and 14% were
undecided. Fort:¥-eight percent of general educators
agreed, 38% disagreed, and 14% were undecided.
Thirty-six percent of special educators agreed, 50%
disagreed, and 14% were undecided.
Twelve percent of the total sample agreed that
there is adequate planning time set aside for
collaborative teaching strategies and/or lesson
planning that involves general educators and special
educators. Eighty-six percent disagreed and 2% were
undecided.

Fourteen percent of general educators

agreed and 5% were undecided.
disagreed.

Eighty-one percent

Nine percent of special educators agreed,

none were undecided, and 91% disagreed.
Discussion
Two major concerns of both general and special
educators are that there is not enough emphasis put on
training teachers in cooperative teaching strategies
and that there is not adequate planning time set aside
for collaborative teaching strategie s and/or lesson
planning.
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Comments from general education teachers suggest
that students with,learning disabilities who are
mainstreamed into general education classrooms benefit
socially, but that this arrangement may not help them
academically.

These teachers have found that teaching

students with a diverse range of abilities may not
result in higher achievement for all learners because
they feel that they have neglected some students who
require more attention, especially in reading.

General

education teachers also feel that students who are
mainstreamed for a part of the day seem to have a hard
time feel ing a part of any group and that with any
change in their daily routine will enhance disruptive
behaviors.

Other comments suggest that the

collaborative setting in the general education
classroom should be small in order to offer individual
help.
Special education teachers commented that general
education teachers s eem to feel that they are not
qualified to teach students with learning disabilities
and that this could be resolved with better training
programs for general educators in the field of special
education.

Some special education teachers feel that

general education teachers are cooperative and
accommodating to the students with learning
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disabilities but that these students are still
perceived as an addition to the class instead of a part
of the whole.

Again, it was stated that teacher

training programs could help change this.

Another

comment suggests that students with learning
disabilities are held back academically because they
don't get the individual attention they need to learn
skills and that they would be better off served in a
learning disabilities classroom for academics.

Still

another comment suggests that collaboration is a lovely
theory but very hard to realistically and creatively
work out so that teachers have adequate skills and
students still learn.
Most reviews on collaboration-related literature
conclude with statements of how difficult it is to
conduct research on this topic.

Most research h�s

relied on attitudes toward collaboration and almost all
sample sizes have been unavoidably small.
facts hold true for this particular study.

'These same
This

research was also limited to elementary level
collaborative programs so therefore the results cannot
be used to justify secondary collaborative programs.
Another limitation to this research was not knowing the
teachers' backgrounds and years of experience in
collaborative teaching methods.

Future research may
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call for examining the relationship between the number
of years of teachihg experience among general educators
and special educators using collaborative teaching
methods and their training in this particular field of
study.
In conclusion, collaboration as a means of
educating students with learning disabilities at the
elementary level has the potential for being a good
program for serving students if emphasis is put on
training teachers in cooperative teaching strategies
and if there is adequate planning time set aside for
collaborative teaching strategies and/or lesson
planning that involves general educators and special
educators.
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Appendix A
Survey on Collaboration
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Date
Schoo 1
Address
Address

. -Dea r ·T
. ea ch e r: As a
inter e-s graduat e student in special education, I am
trans it.ted- · .�n t he needs of special student� and their
io n into th e
curr
I am
gen e ral education setting.
thesf�.� 1 Y: working on my thesis at Longwood College.
My
d et ail
towa � Wl l l
the
progr
e ss that is being made
th e Coll aborati
spec 7
on between general educators and
· educ ators.
so 1 i
The enclos ed survey is designed to
gene�!1 Your s upport for or against collaboration among
educat.in educators arid sp ecial educators as a means of
g students with
learning disabi lities.
Permiss i
been obtained from your principal to
administ on has.
this
co mplet· er
survey.
Participation
in the
may be �<? n of this survey is completely voluntary and
. n.u e d .at..any time.
identify isc ont1.
I only ask that you
y ours e lf
general
as
being
a
special
educator or
Will b e educ ators•
No
other
identif
ying
information
n e cess ary.
I WOUld g
s urv ey a r e atly appreciat e it if you would complete the
nd
Princi P al W. _Pl ac e it in the accompanying envelope.
Your
it to me ill c ollect the envelope from you and return
·
T 0 0 b tain
cont act
results of this survey
.
You
r
pr
incip a l who will receive a copyyou may
resu lts
of the
Upon reque�t.
I si ncere
ly than�� you for
your cooperation.
Best·rega r
ds,
Joan Doo le y
700 Les ter
Blackston e , Stre et
VA .23824

i�t

I

I
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(Identify yourself as
being a general educator
or special educator)
THE USE OF COLLABORATION AMONG GENERAL EDUCATORS AND
SPECIAL EDUCATORS A S A MEANS-OF-·EDUCATING STUDENTS
WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES
Collaborative teaching means· working· together, sharing
resources, creating partnerships, and building
trust
among general
educators
and__ special educators as a
means of educating special students.
I am interested
in
your
opinions
concerning collaboration.
Please
state if you agree or disagree
with
the following
statements.
DO NOT WRITE YOU NAME ON THIS PAPER.
1.

Collaborative teaching provides opportunities for
students to relate to one another as equals and to
develop friendships.
A.
B.
C.
D.
-E.-

2.

Collaborative teaching methods will better prepare
students with l earning disabilities to participate
in their communities- socially and vocationally.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

3.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Collaborative teaching
strategies
that
inc 1 ude
students with a diverse range of learning abilities
results in higher achievement for all learners.
A;
B.
C.
D.
E.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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4.

There is a sense of teamwork and camaraderie among
all staff, as general and special educators work
together in intergrated classrooms to help all
students reach their potential.
A.
B.

c.

D.
E.

5.

There is emphasis put on training
teachers
in
cooperative teaching strateg ies for both the general
educator and the special educator.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

6.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

There
is
adequate planning time set aside for
collaborative teaching
strategies
and/or
lesson
planning that involves general educators and special
educators.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Additional Comments: ______________________
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Appendix B
Consent Form
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Consent Form
in the
, consent to participating
__
_
__
_
_
__
___
,_
resear ch p r oj
The Use of collaboration
ect entitled:
I

Amon g

General

and

Educators

Special Educators As A

Means of Educating Students with Learning Disabilities .
I

acknowledge that

Joan

Dooley ·· has

explained

the

p urp ose of
this study, the p rocedure to be followed,
a n d t he exp ected
duration of my participation.
I ackn owledge
that I have had the opportunity to obtain
ad d itional inf
ormation regarding the study and that any
que
_ st ions I have raised have been answered to my full
satisfaction.

Further,

partic ipation is

voluntary,

_ _my consent at any time and
Wit h out

and

my

I am free to withdraw

to discontinue participation
that

no

will be p resented that will identify

me

p rejudice

information

that

understand

I

· other ·· than . being

to

a

me.

general

I

understand

educator

or

special

e ducator.
I a cknowledge that I have read and fu lly und2rstand
consent form.

I s ign

it

copy has been given to me.

freely and voluntarily.

the
A
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Date:
Date:

_________ Signed: _______
(Participant)

________ Signed: ------(Principal Investigator)
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